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ABSTRACT . ' .
. Although the mail survey is an efficient method for
collecting data, its major disadvantage of nonresponse bias is
reflected in the number of studies conducted investigating the
effects of incentives to increase response rates. Linsky (1975)
revieved studies investigating the use of incentives to increase
mailed return rates and found inconsistencies regarding the efficacy
of various incentives. The esent study used two differeat
approaches in an attempt to’resolve imconsistencies found among
articles regarding the use 6f incentives to increase mailed survey
response rates. It was hypothesized' that a unifora methbvd of analysis
for all articles might resolve the reported inconsistencies. This
possibility was examined as Experiment I. In addition, it was
hypothesized that pooling data across studies by summing the number
of returned and total number of survey questionnaires-at each .
tleatment level might also resolve the reportéd inconsistencies. This ™
approach was examined as Experiment II. The resuits of each

. experiment are discussed and a summary of the findings 1s reported.
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prcach was examined zs Experiment II, The resul}; of each

exper fment are discussed and 2 summary of the findings is
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’

ts of Incentives 2n the Peturn

éatés of Mailed ‘Surveys
3 ) . ’ /

The mail survey is an efficient %ethod for collecting
data anc because 2z large number of subjects may te sampled,
1% offers a data collection method that may yleld‘greater
validity through more.representative sambles (Miller, 1070).
However, survey methodology presents the researcher wléh

some unicue grob

errcr., The major disadventage cf the mailed survey is fthat

5€ monrespeonse tias Miller, 18700, This is refleqted in the
fact tnat. fcst of the studies conducted on malled survey
metrcdelogy have ihvestigated the effects of incentives to

increase response rates.

Linsky (1875) reviewed studies

D
ot
[

incentivess to| inprease mailed return

. . i . . . > . . .
findings of each study as significant or nonsignificant, he

.
3 Y .

. 7 . . .
found 1nconsistencies regard/ng the efficacy of various

incentives. However, differing methods of analysis were em-—

’ r

‘ -
pioyed in the original studies, 'and consequently, it is .

conceivable that the inconsistencies reported were due to

the differing analyses rather than to any real differences-
\ :
inherent in the data.across studies. It was hypothecized
x

that comparing the tallied results from each article based
on the results of a uniformAmethod of analysis for all

articles might resolve the reported inconsistencies. This

possibility was examined as Experiment T entitled Voting

-

ems 1ncluding ncnresponse bias and response -

Q»
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Method. . .
. The vctiMg method consists of tallying significant, ‘

. Cps . . - N
. versus nonsignificant findings gpd deciding in favor of the-
.decisi1on outcome receiving the greatest nymber of tallies.
Recause. Glass (1972} and, Ligrht and Smith (1971) have com-

mented or the wezk inferential value of this approach a3 -
pccling approach was also utilized; The pooling of data

4 l’ 3 . '
across studies was accomplisked by summing the number of

returned and total number of survey questionnaires at each

~
ey

Thus, the present study attempts ¢o resolve 1in-
. N )
corsdistencies found among\articles regarding the use of
A . N .

s

:ncentives to increase mailed survey response rates by two

N

.

e
th

ferent methods, “he Voting and Pooling methods. The datay
N -

f8r this study was colhected By searching the literature of
nine professional journals. The search began with the 1950
issues, but due to limited availability of several journals

the years for which they were searched are 'listed after each

journal:

Journal of Advertising Research, 1960-1980 >

Journal of American Statistical Association, 1950-1980

Journal of Applied Psychology, 1950-1982
/ .

Journal of Mgrketing, 1950-1880

v

-Journal of Marketing Researech, 1064-10R0

™

Printer's Ink, 1950-1067

. Social Fdrces, 1050-1980

O ' - - .
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Sociology and Sccial Research, 1950-10

oo
(]

VYocational Guidance Quearterly, 1Q60-19

These particular journals were selected due to their
demonstrated commitment to publishing articles relevant to

design and analysis issues. in survey research. Studiés were
s f . .
selected for 'inclusion where ingpntives were the independent

variable and survey response rates were the dependent varie-

>

bfe. To bte seleqted for iﬁclusion studies had to report the
total number of.subjects and the number and/or percentage of
returned surveys. The rationale for these cirteria will be-
come evident. Eighty studies meéting’hesé criteria were ’
originally located with 29.containing in%ormation appropri-
.ate for reanizlysis. The 29 studied were organi‘zed in

homogeﬁeous clusters (Light % Smith, 19717. These incentive

~

s clusfers were examined separately in Experlments */& JT and:
v -
. 4

are 1debt1fiég as postage<1questlonnalre color, personaliza-

tion, prelimlnary contact,.monetary, and follow-up mailings.

]

These six incentive clusters investigated were used bhecause

’;////f’// they were the Qpes most frequently encountered in the
.'I

literature and f&y which sufficient data were avai%éble.

Experiment I--Voting Method - )
S ' ' \

Procedure ~

4
Phe uniform method of analysis selected was the linear

trfnd and deperture from linearity tests for proportional
ata (Snedecor & Cochran,_1967). The linear trend test was

selected because when speaking of return rates it\ seems ap-

propriate to speak in terms of increasing trends in the
' 4

- 6
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’\\\gata. Although most frequently used, Chi Square seems less,

appropriate becauSe it is base® on the idea that if the

' .hypothesis upon which the expected fnfquencibs are computed
. RN

e ¢ :

is correcf, deviations of acutal frequeéncies from the.ex—
pected ones will be rghdom fluctuations (thqse, 1067).
Table.,1 is ? summary of the arpicles that were tallied:
acco}ding to two voting methods. The first procedure listed
under driginal Anzlysis tallied the results as reported in
the spudies. Where znaVlyses were nep originally conducted an
(X) appears ih the appropriate-column. The tallies listed

under Uniform‘Analzﬁis represents the votihg\Method after

-

reéﬂalysis using the linear trend and departure from linear-

ity tests. . -

Pesults

Rostage Incentive Cluster. Both the postage employed
/‘ v .
on the exterior envelope and on the return envelope have

been investigated with regard to their incentive value. Only

fhése studies dealing with exterior postage are included in

this analysis, due, to the 151nited‘g\at'a on return fostag®
1, ,

variations. Eight of the orig%nal 80 studies located were
found to contain data appropria%e for reanalysis in this
postage cluster. ”‘

e

/// Kernan (19715 concluded that neither a personalized ad-
Qress nor first class postage (as opposed to bulk rate
pbétage) sigdificantly aﬂ{f?tea responée rates. However,
Qhémpion/and Sear (1969) and GullaMHorn ana Gullahorn (1963)

report significant increases for a regular stamp as‘fpmpared




to m{%ered postage. Yocino (1977) found ho increase in
response from =z cqmmemo}ative stamp as compared to metered
postage. kKanuk and Berensoﬁ (1975) aptly conclude that
these investigations have been copducted with inconéistent

results.

Inégrt Téble 1 About Here

- ———— . - ———— i = - - -

Table 1 preSents the results of both voting prbqedures

for the postage data. fll of the original investigetions
R ; ' .
reported significance with the bxceppion of the nonsignifi-

cance reported by Xernsn (1971) (omitting Hensley, 1974 and
’ . r .
Vocind; 1977 who did not conduct statisticel tests appropri-

- N

ate to postage treatment levels). Howe&er, only Gullahorn
and Gullaho;n (f§59) and ¥ephart and Bressler (1§58)‘report
.data whic% demenstrate significant linear trends. It ié
'interesting to note that the voting method via the original

t

'rates. Upon reanalysis by the uni form voting method fhefe is-

analysis suggest tg:t,type of postage increases response

reason to question the incentive value of'dfffering tprE of

“

postage. As can be seen from Taple 1 none of the ‘three

studies with three or more levels demonstrated a departure
’ ' . \

¢

from linearity, or a significant -linear trend, suggestgng
. . . 4

that the trend of'resﬁonseé was best described by a straight

line with no slope. ,

‘Questionnaire Color Incentive Cluster. The color of the

paper on which meil survey questionnaires wete printeq has

Y
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- been investigated as a factor irifluencing return rates. Four

A

such articles Qere located in ¢the literaiure search and

provided the data for this cluster.
. ! N

» + The few available research reports in this area present

4

conflicting results (Pinéky, 1975). ?enﬁer (1957) ;um-
marizes 'two related studies by saying tﬁat the color of
quésgionnaire stationary was.dneffective in stimulating
- survey réturns. Matteson (1974), on the other hand, con-

4 cluded thaf the color of the questionnaire,may iprove the

N

response rate significantly. Tn light of the contradictiohs

found in this body of literature, a closer examination seems

» s
..

) “,war}anted. . . . s
A . * ———

Table 1 presents the tallies for bokh voting
procedures. In the original analyses oniy one-of the
studies (Matte;on, 1974) }eached significance. The linear
-trend tesf vielded significant differences (p<.05) for bun-
lap's (1950) data only. It is interes%ing to note fhat Gul-

lahorn and Gullahorn (1963) and Matteson (1974) obtained

indentical normal deviate scored4(7=1,37), but that Matteson

-

originally reported signif}cancefgnf Gullahorn and Gullahorn
{

T did not. Both voting proce%yreé question the efficacy of
. ) . : ® '
_///' color as an incentive to suryey responses. ,

Personalization Incenfdve Cluster. The level of

-t

personalization of the mail survey has frequently been in-
vestigated as an inceﬁtive{to survey responsgse rates. “A

numger of different methods of introducing personalization

N
have been investigated including handwritten as opposed to

’
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typed elements, address1ng the respondent by name, mimeo-
graphed as opposed to 1nd1v1duallj typed questlonnalres and |

real "versus facs1m11e slgnatunes The most frequently en-

countered-variation is a comparison of response rates to -
letters addressing the respondent .by ‘'nhme (personal) as op-

posed to an impersonal salutation (e. g., Dear Student). The

~

analysis is 1limited to studles comparlng the personal

salutation to the Impe”sonal salutatlon, becaus'e on1/~£h¢se

P2 s
e

treatment levels prov1ded suff1c1ent data for reénalys1s

Both Linsky (1975) and Kanuk and Berenson (1975) indi-

[N

) . J .
cate tHat the evidencg regarding personalization is highly

inconclusive. Weilbacher and Walsh <(19%52) reject the

hypothesis that personalization of letters of transmittal
wil® positively affect the returns to a mail questionnaire.

>

Dillman and Frey (1974) found that personalization not'only

increased response rates signifitantly in one study, but

.

also increased the speed of subjects' responses in a seoond
study./Because of the time and expense involved in
'personalizetion,.soch coptradictory evidence is of. practical
concern. The test for-departure from linearity was not
conducted for this incentiwe closter because only two treat-
ment levels were involved. -

Table 1 1ists the 'six studies for both voting

»

+

F .
procedures. The table is reflective of the literature in

. / ‘
general, that is, reflective of the "inconsistefhcy of

findings reportedd. The uniform voting procedure offers 'no

,

direction &n'resolving the‘inconsistencies, as the uniform

10
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analyses are in line with the original analyses as reparted.
| ) o
}Preliminary Contact Incentive Cluster.‘This incentive’
h ]

cluster consists of studies wh1ch 1nvest1gate prellmlnary

contact w1th respondents prlor’to their rece1v1ng the survey

questiaonnaire. Kanuk and Berenson Q1975) indicate that

)

"results of studies of preliminary contact haif\resulted'in

J

somewhat inconsistent results. Linsky (1975). reports,

somewhat differently, thatspreliminary contact uniformly
increasEg survey response rates. 3ix studies appropriateffor
- ’ ’ s - ‘ . '

. ¥
reanalysis were located during the literature rev%gwldnd”

were included in this incentive cluster.

1
. *

. The results of both the'uniforq‘and originaI'voting
proceourgs.are presenﬁfﬁ+ln Table 1., Again, the nniform\
analysis failed'to alter the outcdome of the voting * N '
propedure..ln beth oases_five_studies yieldeo siganicanoe
ahd one yielded nonsignificance. The suggestion being that

- ( ..
-preliminary contact is an effective method of increasing

survey response. rates. Y
- ¥ - N
Monetary Incentive Cluster. This iricentive cluster -

/

) ‘ .
considts of elght studles investigating the use of mdnetary.
=~

incentives enclosed w1th the mailed questionnalre .The "use

)

of monetary 1ncent1ves has generally been found to increase

survey response rates although Huck anq_Gleasom (1.974) con-

cluded tha the monetary'incentive must be combinéd with a
. . ] . )

follow-up in order to achieve an acceptable response rate.
As shown in Ta!le 1 both the uniform and orf@inal voting

procedures appear to inérease survey responsge rates. No
¥l . .

11‘. 'C

*
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A
ev1dence of inconsistent flndlngs ex1sts in the m%petary

\

1ncent1ve cluster. Based on the con51stent1y 51gn1f1cant

11near trend ‘and an the non51gn1flcant departure from .
» £ -
linearity, one might conclude that as the monetary value of

-~

the 'incentive increases so does the survey return rate.

. Follow-ugﬁMalllng Incentuve Cluster. One of the most

-,

frequently applled.methods .for st;mulatlng survey response //S P
. .

. L

R rates is the follow-up mailing, consisting of a ‘reminder to
respondents regarding the completion aof the questionhaire
and {ts return. The follow-up procedure has been- reported im

¢ ‘maqy forms, 'such as by mail,-telephohe,-and persenal’

- contact. The dﬁuster gs an analysis pf only those studies

. Y
' \ * using mailing as-a form of follow-up. Sevengsuch studies of

4
- the original 80 artic{es were found to-report data appropri-.

‘

s

) ate for this cluster. . >
Linsky (1975) states that the follow-up technique has
-ekperlenced great success. Kanuk and Berenson (1075) sug-‘°
gesth that the real/question with regard to,followfups is the

number ‘of follow-u?s that should.be emplbyed since'follow— ’

ups have‘Seen uhiformly found to increase the humber of .
returhs. : ) . , . s .
N The dependent variable to be used for the analyses

changed .from simple percentages of returns to cumulative.
\

pergentges of returns. This was necessary because follow—up
procedures are used only with subjects who initially failed

to return questionnaires. No departure from 11near1ty was . oy

performed because of the cumulative nature of the data.
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Table" 1 presents theggesukts of both voting procgdures
: I3

for the follow=-up studies. Each of the three studies

o
n

reporting formal analyses in the original investigetioq were

»

.significant. The linear trend test fpr all studies was also
signifipant "1 would(appear that the folldw-up tecpnque
?
is éffectlve baéed on 'both votlng procedures

L]

Experlment IT--Pooling Method
. © ‘

Procedure . ' .

Por the purpose-of analydis by‘fhe linear trend and
¢ departureﬂsrom linearity tests, the t;eatment level s were
Jmarrangeg.in asceﬁding oeder baseb on their expected incen=
- tive value. It‘wés assumed Ehat the treatment levels re-
presgnted gradetion; of amounts of incentfves on a ‘ .
;continuous scale. welghts were ass;gned to tre;tment 1e§e12
(as requ1red by the statistical tests) by level of expected
inci'tive value to the respondent. Moderate objections to
o éhe aesigned weié%ps should not praduce marked differences
in the conclusions drawn ffom the ana}ysis aceording to
Snedecor and Cochran (1967). Therefore, the weighte are not

v N {
reported here. The contention Iemaitt that as incentives

were increased the proportion‘of respondents in each treat-

~

ment level should have also increased.
The data was.,then podled at each treatment level and
the ﬁé;}ed deta'was testedeor linearity and debaﬂtuée from
‘liqearity. As stated before, the\ pooling of_date across
studies was accg;plished by_summiﬁgﬁ&petnumber of returned

and total number of survey éuestionnéireshat each treatment
> N . L

“ ~

< 5113
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level. To control for the effects of dlfferlgg sample sizes

"

- -/ the number of total subgects for each s udy was: set, equal to

100 and the percentage of subjects respofding was sub- -

. , stiﬁuted.fpr the number of ;efurned responses, This, in ef-
fechp, ,;weigh'ted each study eqtzlally regardless of the original
,iea@ple’size.v o~ :;,." o Q .
An implicit‘%ssumation of combining the pooling -

procedure and the 'tests for linear frend and departure. /fom

/
llnearlty 1s that each study betrepresented at each treat-
l

~ ment level. This assumpﬁlon was met and tests were

y .eonduc;ed_for the pe}sonalizafion and follow-up incentive
clusters. However, the valididty of the l'inear trend and
departure from linearity tef; results are gubject.to distor-
tion for thé monefany, postage, and preliminary contact

. incentive clusters because not all studies were represented
XY AY

"at each treatment level. For example, as shown in Figure.1,

i there is fairly equal representation of studieg_at»the

-~ control and 1€tter treatment levelsy but not at the postcard
’ 6telephone treatment levels for the -preliimin\aﬁ coftact

{ incentive cluster This lack of equal representatien may
require futher investlgatlon of these particular levels. The
tests are not reported for the questionnaire color incentive

-

tion of equal representation.

Insert Figure 1 About Here

e AL g e 34 40
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cluster because there was extensive violation of the assump-
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Personalization. The data across all s=ix, studies were

pooled for-both treatment ledéls (form and personal &etter):
. .
The. popled procedure yielded nonsignificance (z=1.62,

~p>.05).'?igure 2 illustrates.the slope of the pooled data:

that is not significantly different from zero.' Because two

s »

points define a straight line, the departure from linearity
test was not conducted.

Insert Figure 2 About Here ) ,

\Each study that was pooled may be examined by drawing a

.

line between treatment levels in Figﬁre 2. Doing so i
demonstratés why thé voting ;rqcedures question the con-
clusion fhat personalization in uniformly ineffective as a
survey'incentive. However, the pooled analysis indicates
that on the'@hale the added time and expense required for
personalization ar;¥not justifled by any uﬁiformly signifi-
cant increase in survey response rates.

Follpw-ug. The data from the seven follow-up studies
were pooled.écross studies for reanalysis. As in the voting
method the dependené variable used for‘.‘e analysis changed‘
from simple.percentages of returns to cumulatibe percentages
of returns, Again, this was necessary because follow=-up
procedures are used only with subjects who initiaily failed

to return questionnaires.

This linear trend test per formed for the data pooled




3 s . ’ f

(TS

across studies yielded a significant linear trend (Z=12.03,
- ) ' ! ' "
- p<.01) across the four treatment levels analyzed in order of

N

their incentive value (no treatment control, first follow-

®

Up,-second‘féllowfup, and third follow-up). This means that
each successive follow-up yielded diminishingly greater
.\ieturns. That is, the first follow-up achieved 19% addi-

. tional returns; the second follow-up yielded 15% additional

[ ™

returns; the third followwup reminder achieved 77 additional
returns. fhg data are not presented figuratively because

each study reflected the same trend zs’ indicated by both the
pooling and the voting methods.

' 1

- It is apparent from the data that the follow-up

procedure is an effective incentive to increase survey '

?espdnse rates. The number of follow-ups suggested for a

4
pav*ticular purpose should be decided based on desired out-
1. .

comes and available resources. Based on our reanalysis we
e -

conclude that more than three followrups would rarely, if -

.ever, be of any significant benefit,.
~ ' .
Preliminary Contact. Four treatment levels were en-

L

‘ . countered in the si% studieé including a no treagment‘

" control, dreliminary gontact by postcard, preliminar&
contact by letter, and preliminary contact by telephone.
The treatment levels were arranged in this order based on

~their expécted incentive value.

| Figure 1‘reborts the percentage of returns for eaéh

treatment. level. The linear trend observed is significant

(Z=7.50;,p<.01). Also, the departure from linearity was

q
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found to be significant (Xj,;g (2)=11.92, p<.N1). These

results indicate that preliminary contact is an effective
method of increasing survey response rates, and that the

postcard and letter are nearly equivalent in increasing

~
- response rates.

Because the studies are fairly equally represented at

the control and letter treatment levels fthere is some-
N t : -
_ justification for concluding that preliminary c;?féét in the

form of a letter increases the return rate ower no’ -

pa—g
»

preliminary contact at all. With less certainty we nét; haﬁ
a postcard 1is as effective.;s a 1e;§er but both are;
" fective than preliminary coptact by bhone. ’ ’
Postage. Six_postage-trgatment levels ygre.fovﬁd in the
eight stuaies and included: metered'poséage (third;class),
regular‘stam;—?}irst class),lcommemorative stamp;’dgltiplz
stamps, airmail, and special dgliVery. 'Although;not all
gtudies were represented at each treatment 1eve1L the Six
treatment levels were Weighéed in the above ordér. .
. Upon pooli;g the data across étudies,i!( &ié;%ficant
iinéar trend (2s5.5Q, p<.501) was obtained. Further, the
pooled data‘demoqstrates a significant-departdre from
iinearity (XiLFQ (8)=20.05, p<.001). The studies are equal-
iy répresented at the metered and regular stamp:treatment _§‘/{‘
levels. Regular stamps slightly incréaqed tﬂe ﬁeﬁurn rates ,/ ;
over metered postage, however, there wete no siénificant

pdifferences in return rates for meteted, regular and com-

menorative postage., Although these results need to be v
Q . ' ’ ! ’ /

ERIC . 17
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Ll

interpreted with caution, the lowest return rate is
demonstrated wﬁen multiple sgamps are used, with a sharp
increase in return rates for airmail and special delivery
pestage. .

Monetary. The eight studies in this cluster were
grouped by levei of monetaryAincintive. Seven tregtment

L

levels were'usedfm $.00 (no treatment control group), $.01,

-
td

$.05, $.10, £.25, $.50, $1.00.

When tze data across all eight séudies were pooled, a
significant lindar trend (2=2.87, p<.001) was obtained. The
bapied data also yieldéd a significant depaﬁture from
linearity (xﬁ‘f (5)=94.29, p<.001), ‘

These findings present a problem that is brought -on by-

" the violations of tﬁe equal representation assumption men-

tioned earlier. No'&onéy appears to be more effective than

a %.50 or $1.00 ingentive with the $.25 Being.most gffec-

tive. However, because $.50 and 31200\are not equally‘’re-

presented by.all the studies-(see Figure 3) such a cen-
ﬁngSion may be erroneous. Upon examination of the two

studhag'at the $;.OO £réatment level (Plumberg, et al.,

1974; Erdos, 1957) it appears that the $1.00 incentive is ‘

incré%;ing {n.a linear fashion .appearing less effeetive thén

$.25 because the return rgte for q&l treatmént levels in the

Blumberg, et al. (1974) and Erdos (1957) studies were so

-

depressed initially compared to the others.

e T cTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTT

. Insert Figure 3 About Here




. Discussion ' =

The Upiform Voting Method usefl in Experiment I did 1lit--
tle to regolve reporte? inconsistencies, suggesting‘aS'Glass
'(1976) agd Light an\d.Smith (1971) did that the voting

procedurfe itself is of little inferential value. -The value

© f . s %
oting method was limited to its utility in,

of the
worganifing, describing and ‘discussing the original in-
vedtigations. A major limitation of Experimgbt IT wés that
studies were not represented at all possible treatﬁent
ﬂlev%Zs in the incentive clusters. " Consequently, at dif-
« ferpgnt treatment levels within the analyse;,bvarianae wa§§

atyributable to different combinations of s}udies. However,

bgth experiments revealed several,interestang relationships
—~

14
- -

ithin incentive clusters. The critical points are sum-

4 !
arized for each incentive cluster as faflows:

1. ’Follow-up incentive cluster. Follow=-ups are

without'a‘doubt effective in increasing response

rates. They were fo%d to® yield decre ly fewer
returns to the third follow-ub. The evidence su
gests that a fourth folloﬁ-up would be rarely war-

., ranted. »
. “

2. Preliminary Contact Incentive Cluster. It,

]
U

Seems reasonable to expect higher return rates to a

'survey if the respondent'; coopefation had "been .

requested prior to receiving the survey instrument.

Perhaps the preliminary contact serves as an incen-

{

13 ‘

..,.“M
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‘ -

tive to respond in the Same manner as a follow-up

‘ .
mailing. Although not unequivocally suggested by

. -
- the pooling'procedug;, receiving a commitment to
- ’ v
/,{ » respond by telephone would most clearly insure a

response. Either a preliminary postcard or'lette§6/

are suggested when the préliminary telephone éail

-
ya

is too, expensive or otherwise impractical.

3. Personalization Incentive Cluster. A personal

salutation was found to offer no signifigant ad-

v ' ’

vantage to response rates when compared with an ‘im-

personal selutation. Perhaps the éurye‘ researcﬁer

‘would do well to invest’ the extra time and expense

i on a;T;ER&Fional mailing, rather than on ‘ -

personalization.

u, Poétgge Incentive Cluster. Third class postaée

is as effective as a regular stamp, a commemorative

.

stamp, or mulfiple stamps, but at the same time ié
less expensive. Recause airmail and speciai
delivery were not well represented by those studiés
including the other treatment levels, we recommena

not \concluding that they yield greater returns than

~

other postage Eypes.
. 4
5. Monetary Incentive Cluster. That $.25 had a
‘ N \
higher response rate than $.50 or $1.00 is believed

’

to be a funetion of the violation of the assumption

of equal representation. However, whether sbrvey
4 . '
response rates increase with increasing monetary

-

‘ ) . 21 .




incentives remains to be demonstrated.

. N \
6. Quéstionnaire Colcr Incentive Cluster.. The . \

»

evidence*obtained from'both voting methods suégests
that the effect of questionnaire color is not well
un&%rstood. This problem stems from the fact that
six of the seven éifferent colors that have bee;
examined were addressed in oniy'dhe'study. There;
« fore the exigencies of ahparticulér sample at a
-particular‘“treatment level are not}loderateﬂ l;y
other samples from other studies. We recommend

using white paper (or the lgast expensive) unti)

more is known.

" Theresis little doubt that the mail sufvey will

coﬁtinue to be i major hethodqlogy inz§98i31 and behavioral
research. It is the responsibility of Hesqarchers to-pegin
examining Ege use éf'incentive; in mailed surveys to
decrease the threat to validity created by nonresponse bias.
Eurtgtr studies of incentive variations, such as the ones
reviewed, should attend %9 the efkects of treatment combina-

tions and conditions which maximize response rates with

specific P¥pudations #nd for Specific purposes.
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s - 3 2 - Linear’iDeparcure
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Figure 1

Pooled ta by Treatment Levels
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